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Validity and reliability of research and its results are important elements to 
provide evidence of the quality of research in the organizational field. However, 
validity is better evidenced in quantitative studies than in qualitative research 
studies. As there is diversity within qualitative research methods and 
techniques, there is no universally accepted criteria to assess validity in 
qualitative studies; its usefulness is also questioned. Therefore, in this paper, 
we argue that qualitative research should adopt a processual view approach of 
validity since it should not be the product of a single test or just one step in the 
research. Processual validity both supports good research and helps in its 
reflection and guidance. To illustrate our approach, we present the processual 
approach adopted by one of the coauthors during the development of a research 
project. We highlight the validity assurance activities for both ex ante and ex 
post research, peer review and participation in an international conference, 
which corroborated the quality of the processual approach and the results that 
were obtained. Keywords: Qualitative Research, Theory Building, Validity, 
Reliability, Processual Approach  
  
 
Introduction 
 
An adequate effort in the pursuit of validity assurance seems to be vital in order to have 
a work accepted by the scientific community (Morse, Barret, Mayan, Olson, & Spiers, 2002). 
Furthermore, it is necessary that qualitative research strives to firmly demonstrate its scientific 
nature to obtain an in-depth understanding of the phenomena studied without losing sight of 
the subtlety of the immersed researcher’s subjectivity in a context that is in constant change 
and development (Drapeau, 2004b; Van der Maren 1996; Van Maanen, 1995). Validity in 
qualitative research can have different meanings, such as rigor, trustworthiness, 
appropriateness, and even as quality, and it can be described in a great variety of terms 
(Golafshani, 2003). However, despite the importance of the concept to the development of the 
qualitative research field, few studies try to fill up this gap and to help solving the quest 
(Golafshani, 2003; Kvale, 1995; Lincoln, & Guba, 1985; Maxwell, 1992; Onwuegbuzie, & 
Johnson, 2006; Whittemore, Chase, & Mandle, 2001; Winter, 2000). 
This article aims to analyze the processual aspect of validity in qualitative research. 
This issue seems to be fundamental when addressing a qualitative study due to its nature, 
proposal, ontology and the variety of research methods that are involved (Royer, 2007; 
Thompson, 2011). However, one may pose the following question: Why should a researcher 
adopt a processual rather than a traditional validity approach? We argue that the focus on 
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ensuring validity and transparency of qualitative research is not specific to any single stage of 
the research; instead, it should be part of all research stages.  
Unlike validity in quantitative studies, qualitative validity is not a watertight product or 
a set of measures that can ensure the validity of the research. There are paradigmatic, 
ontological and epistemological differences between quantitative and qualitative or mixed 
research (their incommensurability is not advocated here) (Drapeau, 2004a; Hammarberg, 
Kirkman, & Lacey, 2016; Royer, 2007; Thompson, 2011). There are also differences between 
the purposes of the research based on the context and the maturity of the field and the available 
literature. Quantitative studies are not better than qualitative ones and vice versa. They are 
merely different and could be complementary. As evidenced more recently, there is an 
increasing process of approximation and dialog between them (Aubin-Auger et al., 2008; 
Benedicto, Benedicto, Stieg, & Andrade, 2011; Brannen, 2017; Creswell, 2009; Molina-
Azorin, & Fetters, 2016). However, while validity is recognized and widespread in quantitative 
research, the same cannot be said for qualitative studies (Drapeau, 2004a).  
We need broader discussions on how to maintain quality, accuracy and consistency 
between the problem, the data, and the methods of qualitative studies (Baxter & Jack, 2008; 
Leung, 2015; Mukamurera, Lacourse, & Couturier, 2006; Winter, 2000). It seems unrealistic 
to adopt the same criteria for validity and reliability used in quantitative studies, reinforcing 
the argument in favor of adopting a processual approach to validity since it allows for the 
control of the validity at different stages of the research. This seems to be a coherent approach 
to the maintenance of scientific criteria, especially for different types of methods, 
epistemologies and qualitative ontologies. Dubé and Paré (2003) had already included elements 
of validity in the research process to obtain scientific rigor, such as a strongly formulated 
research question, a well-described theory, a research design that potentiates the scientific 
aspects of the study, and a well-described process of collecting and analyzing data. 
This paper is divided into four sections. The first section provides a description of 
validity that was originally developed in quantitative studies. The second section reviews the 
versions of validity applied to qualitative studies. In the third section, discussions on the theme 
are carried out, concluding with the proposition for a processual approach of validity. The use 
of this processual view is then illustrated by research conducted by one of the coauthors. 
Finally, we present suggestions for future research contributing to the continuous development 
of the field. 
 
Validity and Reliability 
 
Quantitative research studies are based on an epistemology that comes from the 
understanding of the object through empirical studies with techniques borrowed from the 
natural sciences (Brannen, 2017; Drapeau, 2004b; Thompson, 2011). These studies benefit 
from a certain stability and development of the theoretical paradigm (Pfeffer, 1993) and of 
measures that allow researchers to express their attention on the quality of their work. In 
general, the most important criteria are the reliability and validity of the research (Winter, 
2000). 
 Reliability assesses the consistency of results over time. Reliability contains a 
particular embedded notion of stability of the results found, which means that they will be 
repeatable over time (Golafshani, 2003). Historically in quantitative research, content validity 
is determined by a correlation coefficient (Hull, 1928). Adopting a more comprehensive 
definition, Kirk and Miller (1986) have characterized validity as the confidence with which 
conclusions can be drawn from an analysis, and reliability as the consistency with which a 
research procedure will evaluate a phenomenon in the same way over several attempts. 
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Currently, quantitative researchers show a certain consensus about the use, importance 
and especially the operationalization of the validity itself (Cronbach, 1989; Winter, 2000) 
However, new ways of researching with big data and artificial intelligence (AI) seem to 
promote new discussions in the quantitative research field. The same idea could also be applied 
to the qualitative research field (Evers, 2018) when analyzing the use of big data, AI and 
machine learning regarding qualitative studies (Evers, 2018). For example, AI suggests coding 
options and supports working with different types of information and help to improve reliability 
of the research (Evers, 2018). Daniel (2018) described this as the emergence of a new scientific 
paradigm associated with development of new tools and approaches to data mining, 
visualization and construction of meaningful information. 
 
Validity of Qualitative Studies 
 
Many researchers prefer not to use the term validity, thus agreeing with Smith (1983) 
on the incompatibility between quantitative and qualitative research concerning 
epistemological and ontological assumptions. Therefore, they state that criteria such as validity 
and reliability should be abandoned in qualitative studies. Wolcott (1990) also expressed 
skepticism regarding the usefulness of these concepts. On the other hand, authors such as 
Foucault (1972) and Kirk and Miller (1986) discussed the importance of truth in the quality of 
the results achieved in empirical qualitative studies and the search for objectivity in the 
construction of knowledge. Moreover, McKinnon (1988) highlighted the unintended biases 
and effects caused by the researcher, limitations in access to adequate data, and the complexity 
and limitations of the human mind as threats to the quality of research results.  
For other authors, while recognizing the need for validity criteria or something similar, 
its application in qualitative studies is still permeated by ambiguities and obscurity (Dellinger, 
& Leech, 2007). Some researchers prefer to adopt the same criteria of internal and external 
validity in qualitative research. Examples are the works of Aubin-Auger et al. (2008), Ergene, 
Yazici and Delice (2016), and Miles and Huberman (1984). However, this does not seem to be 
the standard. On the contrary, several authors prefer to propose and adopt different 
terminologies and concepts for qualitative studies, arguing that validity and reliability, for 
example, are consecrated terms in quantitative research and therefore carry a certain inheritance 
with them. In this way, Dellinger and Leech (2007) found seventeen different terms related to 
the concept of validity. Maxwell (1992) identified five different types of validity: descriptive, 
interpretive, theoretical, generalization and evaluative. 
 
• Descriptive validity – The researcher does not embellish or distort the 
information, situations and facts reported are those that were seen and heard. 
For Maxwell (1992), this category is related to the concepts of “reporting” 
and “primary understanding” by Runciman (1983, p. 226). Another 
important issue highlighted by the author is the interdependence of 
observations and descriptions with the theory used in the research. 
• Interpretive validity  –  This refers to the researcher’s sensitivity and mental 
processes in order to capture and interpret /construct the meaning of the 
objects, events and behaviors of the people engaged and involved in the 
studied phenomenon. Such validity encompasses the conscious processes, 
hidden intentions, beliefs, concepts, and values of the participants.  
• Theoretical validity – This refers to how much a theoretical explanation that 
is developed through research analysis is consistent with the data 
(Onwuegbuzie & Johnson, 2006). Every theory has two components: 
concepts and categories and describes how they relate. Thus, this validity 
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will also have two aspects: the validity of the blocks (concepts, categories) 
with which the researcher builds the model and the ways that the blocks 
interact and relate when they are put together.  
• Validity generalization – This is the condition of extending the explanation 
to other specific situations or other populations, times and places. 
Generalization in qualitative research usually occurs through the 
development of theories that can encompass larger and different situations.  
• Valuation validity – This refers to the ability to look critically at one’s results 
and the research itself as a way of learning and expanding one’s 
understanding.  
 
The most important types of validity for qualitative studies, according to Maxwell (1992), are 
the descriptive, interpretative and theoretical validities. The importance of these types was 
reinforced by Johnson (1997), who adopted Maxwell’s first three criteria and added internal 
and external validity as representative elements of the validity structure in qualitative research.  
Another proposition found in the literature is the replacement of the term validity in 
qualitative research by trustworthiness (Onwuegbuzie & Johnson, 2006) or rigor (Golafshani, 
2003). Without rigor, research would be worthless or, even worse, it would be a fictional piece 
(Morse et al. 2002). According to Lincoln and Guba (1985), the trustworthiness of a research 
study is the central aspect of the issues that are conventionally called validity and reliability. 
These authors proposed specific criteria to be used as a guideline to trustworthiness: credibility, 
transferability, dependability and confirmability. For Onwuegbuzie and Johnson (2006), the 
first criterion replaces the quantitative concept of internal validity. The second criterion 
replaces the external validity. The third criterion replaces reliability. Finally, confirmability 
returns the idea of objectivity.  
More recently, Paiva, Leão, and Mello (2011) proposed five validity criteria in 
qualitative research: triangulation, the construction of a research corpus, a clear, rich and 
detailed description of the research performed, surprise and feedback of informants 
(communicative validity). Triangulation may be the best-known criterion for qualitative 
researchers. Triangulation consists of the interrelationship between the information obtained 
from the data that was collected from different sources to increase the understanding of the 
study in question, thus improving the reliability of the results.  
According to Jick (1979) triangulation comes from the navigation and military strategy 
areas and uses different reference points to locate the position of an object. With triangulation, 
the researcher can achieve what is often called a dense description, a “holistic work” (Jick, 
1979, p. 603), or a convergent meaning (Bonoma, 1985). According to Patton (1999), 
triangulation makes it possible to compare and to cross-check data, thus assessing the 
consistency of the information coming from different sources at different times. Olson et al. 
(2016) note that triangulation has been one of the most used methods to ensure validity in 
research. For Fusch, Fusch and Ness (2017), the triangulation technique allows the researcher 
to explore several facets of the studied phenomenon.  
The second criterion is equivalent to the representative sample and sample size in 
quantitative surveys and can be used for both validity and reliability. To operationalize the 
construction of the research corpus to guarantee the quality and rigor of the study, there needs 
to be another criterion that is well known to qualitative researchers–data saturation. Data 
saturation is exemplified by the number of interviews that are conducted until there is no 
additional useful information due to saturation. As observed by Morse (2003, p. 1123), through 
the saturation process. “The researcher has continued sampling and analyzing data until no new 
data appear and all concepts in the theory are well-developed.”  
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The third criterion, the clear, rich and detailed description, makes it possible to provide 
others with the context and a certain transferability of the situation. Thus, the criterion assists 
both the contextualization and also the provision of a dense description of the phenomenon 
(Geertz, 1973; Paiva et al., 2011). In addition to supporting validity, this criterion also 
influences the reliability of the study, which means that other researchers may find results that 
are consistent with different attempts.  
Surprise is the fourth criterion, which is presented by the authors as an element that 
ensures validity and reliability. The research and its process cannot be a sort of straitjacket. It 
is always necessary to safeguard the innovative potential and changes brought about by the 
research field and the scientific findings. For example, in the history of management, we can 
cite the odd surprises provoked by the studies of Elton Mayo at the Western Electric plant in 
Chicago.  
Mayo’s works are known as the Hawthorne studies and, initially, he was interested in 
understanding the connection among the physical and environmental conditions to the workers’ 
performance (Muldoon, 2012). However, Mayo’s was surprised by something very important, 
the informal organization. In the words of Paiva et al. (2011): 
 
Surprise is a criterion of validity in qualitative research and it has an importance 
in tradition both regarding the discovery of inspirational evidence to new forms 
of thought on a specific theme, and the change in mentality already crystallized 
around the phenomenon. (p. 202) 
 
However, all research cannot be expected to be innovative. Corroborative studies also present 
their importance and prominent role in science. Finally, there is the informants’ feedback 
criterion, which is also known as confirmability. It represents a regular audit that verifies 
whether what the researcher obtained in the collection and analysis was what the informant 
wanted to say, or if the phenomenon studied is adequately portrayed.  
Based on the literature review presented in this section, we concluded that validity is a 
necessary attribute of qualitative research and that the wide variety of terms related with 
validity show the importance and the need for new ways of organizing and thinking about the 
field. 
 
Debates, Discussions, Details 
 
Despite the paradigmatic differences between quantitative and qualitative research, 
many efforts seem to be directed toward reduction of barriers. These efforts were developed, 
for example, in the validity studies of mixed or quali-quanti methods (Dellinger, & Leech, 
2007; Drapeau, 2004a, 2004b; Long, 2015; Onwuegbuzie, & Collins, 2007; Onwuegbuzie & 
Johnson, 2006). However, although these studies sought a more impartial field for validity by 
mainly postulating the use of other vocabularies and/or a unifying framework, the main issue 
was not discussed.  
Validity (or trustworthiness) differs in nature in quantitative and qualitative researches. 
As Winter (2000, p. 5) states: “Validity is not in any simple sense a unitary concept.” While in 
quantitative studies it presents itself more specifically as a result of a test, in qualitative studies 
it should be processual. A processual approach aims to have a temporal interconnected search 
for holistic explanations and emphasizes the need to link process analysis to the location and 
explanation of outcomes over the time (Pettigrew, 1997). As noted above, for quantitative 
research, content validity is mainly the resulting product of statistical tests, whereas in 
qualitative studies, the context, the interpretation of the researcher, and the construction, 
reflection, and reconstruction of the information are important elements to obtain a good 
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understanding of the phenomena under investigation (Aguinaldo, 2004; Mukamurera et al., 
2006; Royer, 2007). As a consequence, in qualitative studies, validity cannot be seen as a 
product or something isolated. There are no protective measures. It is an ongoing process and 
should be confronted from the beginning of the research until its publication. Consequently, 
there is no single validity test although there are guidelines that allow a certain quality to be 
guaranteed to qualitative studies, resulting in an approach that is aligned with the definition of 
trustworthiness stated by Lincoln and Guba (1985).  
For these reasons, a process-based view is advocated for assessing validity in qualitative 
studies. This process makes the question of validity something dynamic, and it reinforces the 
position of Morse, Barret, Mayan, Olson, and Spiers (2002) on the problems and dangers of 
having only post hoc criteria to ensure research quality. Godoy (2005) also presents similar 
concerns. In this way, a processual view of validity changes the importance of the latter.  
The need for processual validity comes from the symbiosis itself or the co-participation 
of the researcher in qualitative research. In this, the researcher engages him- or herself and is 
involved in and by the research. Each step of the study is not isolated but supports the previous 
one and reverts to action in the next phase. There is a concomitant construction of both the 
observer and the observed. This corroborates “the qualitative approach that considers the world 
to be in continuous motion” (Drapeau, 2004b, p. 126). 
For Mintzberg (1991), in the processual view, there are mutually supportive elements 
and there is a need for adaptation to different contexts and internal situations. Therefore, there 
would not be a more important phase of the research, but all of them are equally important, and 
different phases may have more or less critical aspects depending on the contingency. It is up 
to the researcher to know how to adapt and develop creative and effective strategies to deal 
with the obstacles that are found. It should be kept in mind that the processual view allows 
researchers to approach investigations in a more complex, dynamic, holistic and integrated 
way. Time is of great importance, as are interrelated activities, attitudes, dialogs, reflections 
and, above all, the very question of the social construction of validity (Kvale, 1995). For Godoy 
(2005, p. 88): 
 
It is expected that the act of research is not understood as a merely technical and 
objective activity, but as an activity that also involves the subjectivities of the 
researcher and of those being studied. Being aware of the difficulties and 
limitations suggested can tell the researcher the ways of improvement. 
 
Thus, validity is something that is being constantly built throughout the research and not the 
isolated result of a test, metrics or preventive measures (Figure 1). 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 1 – The processual construction of the validity 
Source: The authors 
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Therefore, the processual operationalization of validity is comprised of the following: 
 
A. Attention of the researcher towards the research project that initially seeks 
to establish the domain, the design and the limits of the research and the 
alignment of the subject, the design and the method of investigation (i.e., 
criteria for selecting one or more cases, data to be collected, and collection 
modes, and data analysis); 
B. Organization of data collection (i.e., choices of respondents and informants, 
adoption of participant observation or not, selection of documents, etc.); 
C. Data codification and analysis that establishes the structuring of concepts, 
the evidence and the categories’ correct connection; 
D. Data analysis that seeks to understand the phenomenon through multiple 
sources of data and in a complete way; and 
E. Discussion of the results and a return to the theory, which completes the 
theorization process. 
 
The goal of processual construction of validity, as presented in Figure 1, is to analyze the 
debriefing and the reflection as a continuous process. That means that an ongoing movement 
between the different steps is necessary. This process is recursive, particularly between steps 
B, C and D and between steps D, E and A. The processual approach as a whole and its steps 
follow the procedures described by Whittemore et al. (2001). These authors described in detail 
how research design, data collection, data analysis and discussions are essential for the research 
validity and reliability. 
The processual approach is an old method of working and can be found in the question 
of Heraclitus (panta rhei, which means that everything flows); in the philosophy of becoming 
(Bosma, Chia, & Fouweather, 2016; Chia, 1998, 1999); in the systemic and cybernetic theories 
(Bertalanffy, 1950; Koskinen, 2013; Senge & Sterman, 1992), and even in the poststructuralist 
theories (Cooper, 1986, 2005). The processual approach is not characteristic of a single 
paradigm, but permeates, albeit not uniformly, each of them. (There will hardly be a fixed set 
of validity criteria capable of satisfying all qualitative approaches.) We agree with those who 
state it is important that researchers should not have only one validity assessment of results 
(Coenen-Huther, 2003; Newton & Burgess, 2008). Moreover, Thompson (2011) describes the 
research process as a sequence of brief and fleeting moments. Thus, researchers doing 
qualitative research can be more reliable if they adopt a multicriteria approach to develop their 
theories.  
More than ordinary criteria, qualitative research depends on researcher’s prudence, 
transparency, conscience and attitudes. Taking on what some have described as a research 
process that is associated with changes, dynamism, construction with uncertainties and risks, 
incomplete information, selective selection, based on personal and political preferences, 
attention and expectations is a challenge (Aguinaldo, 2004; Drapeau, 2004a, 2004b; Winter, 
2000). This means that validity represents a point of reference for the construction and direction 
of the research itself. In Aubin-Auger et al.’s words (2008, p. 145), “The value of scientific 
research largely depends on the researcher’s ability to demonstrate the credibility of his 
findings.” Consequently, transparency at all stages is key to validity in qualitative research 
(Barbier & Legresley, 2011). 
 
A Practical Application of the Processual Approach to Validity 
 
The processual approach we developed is illustrated by the research developed 
performed by one of the coauthors (Hayashi, 2011). This research analyzed the links of the 
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wine production chain of one of the largest Brazilian wineries. The research was qualitative 
with descriptive intentions and it involved the participation of 45 people interviewed through 
semi-structured questionnaires. All the interviews were recorded, and transcribed and coded to 
support data analysis. Nonparticipant observation was also conducted at the winery with the 
commercial representatives and with a shopkeeper. Due to the transdisciplinary and innovative 
character of the research, special care was taken with the study’s rigor and quality to guarantee 
its acceptance both by the academic community and by the examining board. The thesis study 
proposed a wine chain integrative framework using both strategic and artistic theories and using 
Joseph Beuys’ social sculpture concept. Thus, to ensure the research validity was to also ensure 
the thesis defense of the resulting PhD dissertation and the researcher’s desired academic title. 
In this research, validity was assured by several techniques and at several research 
stages, not only in the phase called evaluative or post hoc. For Morse, Barret, Mayan, Olson, 
and Spiers (2002), the post hoc search for validity does not mean much and therefore it is 
recommended to its fullest extent. In their studies about reliability and validity in qualitative 
studies, Morse et al. (2002, p. 17) observe: “It is time to reconsider the importance of 
verification strategies used by the researcher in the process of inquiry so that reliability and 
validity are actively attained, rather than proclaimed by external reviewers on the completion 
of the project.” In other words, the quality of research cannot be assured only with post hoc 
measures. Table 1 shows the measures adopted to ensure the thesis’s validity. 
 
Research stage Process Flow  Action  
Before data collection A Previous immersion in the field 
Pilot testing 
 
 
During data collection and 
analysis 
 
B-C 
Data triangulation 
Theoretical triangulation 
Rich and detailed field description 
Feedback with informants and 
industry experts 
Prolonged exposure of the researcher 
in the field 
Saturation  
After the analysis D-E Researcher’s exposure at a scientific 
event 
Peer Review 
Table 1 – Measures to improve the research validity 
Source: Adapted from Hayashi (2011) 
 
It is important to emphasize the researcher’s previous immersion in the field of research. Before 
data collection, the researcher remained a participant observer in a wine shop for three months 
in order to compose a research proposal. The store is located at an important business center in 
Porto Alegre (Brazil) and is a tourist attraction for those who come to the city and residents. 
Thus, many contacts were made with customers/consumers, commercial representatives, and 
winemakers who visited the store. During these months, the researcher had contact with the 
field, knew its peculiarities and it the research context became a part of his reality.  
Another essential point to increase the validity of the study is to have correct and 
enduring contact with key informants (Dikko, 2016; Faris, 2017), and to extend the researcher’s 
contact time with the phenomenon to be studied (McKinnon, 1988). Additionally, as in the 
metaphor of the artisan, the theoretician who knows more deeply the day-to-day operations of 
the organization and of the sector can bring denser and interesting details (Mintzberg, 1987). 
In this way, it is possible to extrapolate the mechanical descriptions through the construction 
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of facts, events and stories that are more coherent, rich and memorable (Dyer, & Wilkins, 
1991). As there should not be theoretical distancing from the practical, it is essential that the 
interesting aspects also has have some adherence to the practical reality. Only in this way is it 
is possible to confront the reality adopted in an automatic and uncritical way (Davis, 1971). 
The critical reflexivity developed by the researcher serves as a personal strategy to alternate 
and oscillate between the abstract world of theory and the practical reality (Wainwright, 1997).  
On the other hand, within the process flow scheme (Figure 1), the first step means to 
foster the attention of the researcher to better know the object and the studied phenomenon 
(Stage A). According to Olson et al. (2016), immersion in the field and previous experiences 
allow the researcher to better understand the context and the peculiarities of the phenomenon, 
thus creating strategies of data collection and analysis that are more appropriate and fruitful.  
Another important point was to conduct a pilot test in a company with similar 
characteristics to the research’s reference organization. In the piloted winery, the semi-
structured questionnaires were improved. For Dikko (2016) and Turner (2010), such 
instrument refinement activities and the pilot test are fundamental to ensure the achievement 
of validity in any research. Additionally, the researcher’s perceptions were amplified due to the 
extended dialog with the owners and the in-locus visit. These perceptions allowed for better 
organization and refinement of the data collection method (Stage B of Figure 1). 
According to Campbell (1982, pp. 59-62), “It is essential for scientific evidence and for 
every process of diagnostic knowledge, including the retina of the eyes…., the process of 
comparison, or recording of inferences and contrasts.” Thus, the pilot test assists in the question 
of contrast and validity mainly by inserting an organization that can be compared, at least in 
the mental processes, with the reference company to be researched.  
During the data collection and analysis phase, the triangulation technique was applied 
in different aspects: triangulation of the data within a single method (case study); theoretical 
triangulation using more than one theory, and the extensive exposure of the researcher in the 
field with more than 40 interviews. This allowed the researcher to reach a certain level of 
saturation (Stage C). Thus, triangulation and saturation are closely related, and both enrich and 
result in more in-depth data (Faris, 2017; Fusch, Fusch, & Ness, 2017; Fusch, & Ness, 2015). 
In addition, data saturation seems to represent a kind of gold standard to demonstrate the quality 
of the research (Saunders et al., 2017).  
Finally, in the phase of obtaining the final text of the research (phase E), validity was 
reinforced through participation in a scientific event and by peer-review. According to 
Hammarberg, Kirkman, and Lacey (2016), peer-review represents one of the fundamental 
pillars of science, and reviewers can help build good practice that encourages more valid 
results. Two papers resulting from the thesis PhD dissertation were submitted and approved for 
presentation at an international conference. Additionally, the participation and feedback 
received during the conference served to refine the thesis discussion of the results further. 
Regarding the peer-review, three independent researchers (two PhD candidates in Business 
Administration and one PhD in Agribusiness) were asked to analyze the thesis critically. 
Critics, comments and suggestions were then discussed with the researcher to the point of 
resolution and/or satisfaction of those involved (Stage D).  
The processual validity treatment in qualitative studies, especially when involving 
bolder studies, makes it possible to assure their quality and also to influence the final study 
results. This means assessing both the validity of the results and, more broadly, the validity of 
the entire research (Coenen-Huther, 2003; Newton, & Burgess, 2008). 
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Final Considerations 
 
We believe validity is too important to be assessed only at the end of the research. The 
processual approach requires constant attention with a holistic vision and an integrated posture 
in the various stages of the research activity. Perhaps this pushes the validity forward, even 
from the demands of specific criteria for qualitative research. This approach then goes beyond 
the limits of pure theorizing and might require the development of new paradigms (Pfeffer, 
1993).  
A processual approach of validity seems more appropriate to fit with some of the 
processual theories and ontologies suggested by the organizational literature (Bosma, Chia, & 
Fouweather, 2016; Chia, 1998; Cooper, 2005; Nayak, 2008). Furthermore, it favors the proper 
customization of validity to the different styles, lenses and paradigms used in qualitative 
research (Royer, 2007). Only then can validity be useful as a guideline and/or safety guideline, 
thus moving qualitative research away from the accusations related to finding just what one 
wants to find and/or turning a blind eye to what one does not want to see (Johnson, 1997). If 
validity matters, serious researchers would be guided by Rivail’s (1857) suggestion–it is better 
to reject nine truths than to accept a single lie.  
Another benefit of validity as a process is the possibility of positively harnessing the 
tension between creativity and rigor by influencing the rhythm, the internal and external dialog, 
and the intuitions of pushing the research forward because the processual approach does not 
operate as a fixed methodological rule. In this way, there are no mechanical or messianic 
elements to fulfill the stage of validity, but there are actions, observations, reflections, and 
sometimes even withdrawing from the field to be able to start the examination again. Validity 
ceases to be a product that is verified only at the end using numerical tests and begins to serve 
as a learning instrument for the researcher himself. With this, the critical and intuitive reflection 
establishes an essential personal strategy (Wainwright, 1997). 
The challenges for the researchers to improve the validity of their results lay on the time 
involved in the process in order to achieve mature results. Going through the phases of the 
process (A-E) requires calmness and the hard work of recursive analysis. 
To continue the development of the field and to enable a better dialog with the 
quantitative and mixed studies, we recommend more functional studies whose primary focus 
is validity, to help scholars move beyond research that continues to consider validity primarily 
as a small complement to a final product. Furthermore, emphasizing the relationship between 
validity and theorizing itself in the organizational field allows us to enter the researcher’s active 
role in managing his/her abilities and resources to reach the proposed objectives and to 
compose a coherent set of constructs, variables, and their relationships to explain and predict 
social phenomena. Due to the increasing importance of scientific knowledge, the challenge to 
theorize and implement the actions that originate from these specific bodies of knowledge also 
increases. In Tagore’s words, “If you shut the door to all errors, the truth will be then shut out.” 
(1917, p. 33) Thus, the natural way to influence validity and theoretical bodies is the 
requirements for fruitful and developing science, not transforming science into mechanical 
actions without room for intuition and creativity. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
108   The Qualitative Report 2019 
References 
 
Aguinaldo, J. P. (2004). Rethinking validity in qualitative research from a social constructionist 
perspective: From “is this valid research?” to “what is this research valid for?” The 
Qualitative Report, 9(1), 127-136 Retrieved from http://www.nova.edu/ssss/QR/QR9-
1/aguinaldo.pdf  
Aubin-Auger, I., Mercier, A., Baumann, L., Lehr-Drylewicz, A.M, Imbert, P., & Letrilliart, L. 
(2008). Introduction à la recherché qualitative [Introduction to qualitative research]. 
Exercer, 19(84), 142-145.  
Barbier, P. Y., & Legresley, A. (2011). Pour faciliter la gestion de la validité interne de 
l’argumentation à l’occasion du processus décisionnel jalonnant le parcours de 
recherche et d’écriture [To facilitate the management of the internal validity of the 
argumentation during the decision-making process along the research and writing path]. 
Recherches Qualitatives [Qualitative Research], Hors Série, 11, 24-39. 
Baxter, P., & Jack, S. (2008). Qualitative case study methodology: Study design and 
implementation for novice researchers. The Qualitative Report, 13(4), 544-559. 
Retrieved from https://nsuworks.nova.edu/tqr/vol13/iss4/2 
Benedicto, S. C., Benedicto, G. C. de, Stieg, C. M., & Andrade, G. H. N. de. (2011). 
Metodologia qualitativa e quantitativa nos estudos em administração e organizações: 
Lições da história da ciência [Qualitative and quantitative methodology in management 
studies and organizations: Lessons from the history of science]. Revista de Ciência da 
Administração [Journal of Administrative Science], 13(30), 39-60.  
Bertalanffy, L. (1950). The theory of open system in physics and biology. Science, 13(111), 
23-29. 
Bonoma, T. V. (1985). Case research in marketing: Opportunities, problems and a process. 
Journal of Marketing Research, 22, 199-208. 
Bosma, B., Chia, R., & Fouweather, I. (2016). Radical learning through semantic 
transformation: Capitalizing on novelty. Management Learning, 47(1), 14-27. 
Brannen, J. (Ed.). (2017). Mixing methods: Qualitative and quantitative research. New York, 
NY: Routledge, 2017. 
Campbell, D. T. (1982). Experiments as arguments. In E. R. House (Ed.). Evaluation studies 
review annual (Vol. 7, pp. 117-127). Newbury Park, CA: Sage Publications. 
Chia, R. (1998). From complexity science to complex thinking: Organization as simple 
location. Organization, 5(3), 341-369. 
Chia, R. (1999). A ‘rhizomatic’ model of organizational change and transformation: 
perspective from a metaphysics of change. British Journal of Management, 10(4), 209-
227. 
Coenen-Huther, J. (2003). Le problème de la prevue en recherché sociologique qualitative [The 
problem of the forecast in qualitative sociological research]. Revue Européene Des 
Sciences Sociales [European Review of Social Sciences], 41(128), 63-74.  
Cooper, R. (1986). Organization/disorganization. Information Science Information, 25(2), 299-
335. 
Cooper, R. (2005). Relationality. Organization Studies, 26(11), 1689-1710. 
Creswell, J. W. (2009). Mapping the field of mixed methods research. Journal of Mixed 
Methods Research, 3(2), 95-108. doi:10.1177/1558689808330883 
Cronbach, L. J. (1989). Construct validation after thirty years. In R. L. Linn (Ed.), Intelligence: 
Measurement, theory and public policy – Proceedings of a symposium in honor of Lloyd 
G. Humphreys (pp. 147-171). Chicago, IL: University of Chicago Press. 
Daniel, B. K. (2018). Reimaging research methodology as data science. Big Data Cogn. 
Comput., 2(4), 1-13. doi:10.3390/bdcc2010004 
Paulo Hayashi Jr, Gustavo Abib, & Norberto Hoppen                   109 
Davis, M. (1971). That´s interesting! Philosophy of Social Science, 1(4), 309-304.  
Dellinger, A. B., & Leech, N. L. (2007). Toward a unified validation framework in mixed 
methods research. Journal of Mixed Methods Research, 1(4), 309-332.  
Dikko, M. (2016). Establishing construct validity and reliability: Pilot testing of a qualitative 
interview for research in Takaful (Islamic Insurance). The Qualitative Report, 21(3), 
521-528. Retrieved from http://nsuworks.nova.edu/tqr/vol21/iss3/6  
Drapeau, M. (2004a). Les critères de scientificité en recherche qualitative [The criteria of 
scientificity in qualitative research]. Pratiques Psychologiques [Psychological 
Practices], 10(1), 79-86.  
Drapeau, M. (2004b). Réflexion épistémologique sur la recherche qualitative et la 
psychanalyse: Refaire une place au rêve et à l’imaginaire [Epistemological reflection 
on qualitative research and psychoanalysis: Redeeming the dream and the imaginary]. 
Le Coq-héron [The Rooster], 2(177), 124-129. DOI: 10.3917/cohe.177.0124 
Dubé, L., & Paré, G. (2003). Rigor in information systems positivist case research: current 
practices, trends, and recommendations. MIS Quarterly, 27(4), 597-636. 
Dyer Jr., W. G., & Wilkins, A. L. (1991). Better stories, not better constructs, to generate better 
theory: A rejoinder to Eisenhardt. Academy of Management Review, 16(3), 613-619. 
Ergene, O., Yazici, E. Z., & Delice, A. (2016). Investigation of validity and reliability works 
in postgraduate mathematics theses that adopt qualitative research in Turkey: Functions 
of data collection tool. SHS Web of Conferences 26, 01060. DOI: 
10.1051/shsconf/20162601060 
Evers, J. C. (2018). Current issues in qualitative data analysis software (QDAS): A user and 
developer perspective. The Qualitative Report, 23(13), 61-73. Retrieved from 
https://nsuworks.nova.edu/tqr/vol23/iss13/5  
Faris, N. (2017). Leadership in an Australian context: Highlighting a qualitative investigation 
with construct validity support. The Qualitative Report, 22(5), 1420-1438. Retrieved 
from http://nsuworks.nova.edu/tqr/vol22/iss5/17  
Foucault, M. (1972). The archaeology of knowledge & The discourse of language. New York, 
NY: Tavistock Publications Ltd. 
Fusch, P. I., Fusch, G. E., & Ness, L. R. (2017). How to conduct a mini-ethnographic case 
study: A guide for novice researchers. The Qualitative Report, 22(3), 923-941. 
Retrieved from http://nsuworks.nova.edu/tqr/vol22/iss3/16  
Fusch, P. I., & Ness, L. R. (2015). Are we there yet? Data saturation in qualitative research. 
The Qualitative Report, 20(9), 1408-1416. Retrieved from 
http://nsuworks.nova.edu/tqr/vol20/iss9/3 
Geertz, C. (1973). The interpretation of cultures: Selected essays. New York, NY: Basic 
Books.  
Godoy, A.R. (2005). Redefinindo os critérios de validade da pesquisa qualitativa [Redefining 
the validity criteria of qualitative research]. Gestão.Org, 3(2), 65-71.  
Golafshani, N. (2003). Understanding reliability and validity in qualitative research. The 
Qualitative Report, 8(4), 597-607. Retrieved from 
https://nsuworks.nova.edu/tqr/vol8/iss4/6  
Hammarberg, K., Kirkman, M., & Lacey, S. de. (2016). Qualitative research methods: When 
to use them and how to judge them. Human Reproduction, 31(3), 498-501. 
https://doi.org/10.1093/humrep/dev334  
Hayashi., P. (2011). O uso de recursos na criação de vinhos ícones e a co-criação de valor 
[The use of resources in the creation of wine icons and the co-creation of value]. 
(Doctoral dissertation). School of Business, Federal University of Rio Grande do Sul, 
Brazil.  
Hull, C. L. (1928). Aptitude testing. Yonkers-on-Hudson, NY: WorldBook. 
110   The Qualitative Report 2019 
Jick, T. D. (1979). Mixing qualitative and quantitative methods: Triangulation in action. 
Administrative Science Quarterly, 24(4), 602-611. 
Johnson, R. B. (1997). Examining the validity structure of qualitative research. Education, 
118(2), 282-292. 
Kirk, J., & Miller, M. L. (1986). Reliability and validity in qualitative research. Beverly Hills, 
CA: Sage. 
Koskinen, K. U. (2013). Knowledge production in organizations. A processual autopoietic 
view. Basel, Switzerland: Springer International Publishing. DOI: 10.1007/978-3-319-
00104-3 
Kvale, S. (1995). The validity construction of validity. Qualitative Inquiry, 1(1), 19-40. 
https://doi.org/10.1177%2F107780049500100103  
Leung, L. (2015). Validity, reliability, and generalizability in qualitative research. Journal of 
Family Medicine and Primary Care, 4(3), 324-327. http://doi.org/10.4103/2249-
4863.161306  
Lincoln, Y. S., & Guba, E. (1985). Naturalistic inquiry. Beverly Hills, CA: Sage. 
Long, H. (2015). Validity in mixed methods research in education: The application of 
Habermas’ critical theory. International Journal of Research & Method in Education, 
40(2), 201-213. https://doi.org/10.1080/1743727X.2015.1088518  
Maxwell, J. A. (1992). Understanding and validity in qualitative research. Harvard 
Educational Review, 62(3), 279-300.  
McKinnon, J. (1988). Reliability and validity in field research: Some strategies and tactics. 
Accounting, Auditing, and Accountability, 1(1), 34-54. 
Miles, M. B., & Huberman, A. M. (1984). Qualitative data analysis: A source book of new 
methods. Beverly Hills, CA: Sage. 
Mintzberg, H. (1987). Crafting strategy. Harvard Business Review, July-August, 66-74.  
Mintzberg, H. (1991). The effective organizations: forces and forms. Sloan Management 
Review, 32(2), 54-67.  
Molina-Azorin, J. F., & Fetters, M. D. (2016). Mixed methods research prevalence studies: 
Field-specific studies on the state of the art of mixed methods research. Journal of 
Mixed Methods Research, 10(2), 123-128. 
Morse, J. M. (2003). Theoretical saturation. In M. S. Lewis-Beck, A. Bryman, & F. T. Liao 
(Eds.), The SAGE encyclopedia of social science research methods (pp. 1122-1123). 
Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage.  
Morse, J. M., Barret, M., Mayan, M., Olson, K., & Spiers, J. (2002). Verification strategies for 
establishing reliability and validity in qualitative research. International Journal of 
Qualitative Methods, 1(2), 1-19. 
Mukamurera, J., Lacourse, F., & Couturier, Y. (2006). Des avancées en analyse qualitative: 
Pour une transparence et une systématisation des pratiques [Advances in qualitative 
analysis: for transparency and systematization of practices] Recherches Qualitatives 
[Qualitative Research], 26(1), 110-138. 
Muldoon, J. (2012). The Hawthorne legacy: A reassessment of the impact of the Hawthorne 
studies on management scholarship, 1930-1958. Journal of Management History, 
18(1), 105-119. 
 Nayak, A. (2008). On the way to theory: A processual approach. Organization Studies, 29(2), 
173-190.  
Newton, P, & Burgess, D. (2008). Exploring types of educational action research: Implications 
for research validity. International Journal of Qualitative Methods, 7(4), 18-30. 
Olson, J. D., McAllister, C., Grinnell, L. D., Gehrke Walters, K., & Appunn, F. (2016). 
Applying constant comparative method with multiple investigators and inter-coder 
reliability. The Qualitative Report, 21(1), 26-42. Retrieved from 
Paulo Hayashi Jr, Gustavo Abib, & Norberto Hoppen                   111 
http://nsuworks.nova.edu/tqr/vol21/iss1/3  
Onwuegbuzie, A. J., & Collins, K. M. T. (2007). A typology of mixed methods sampling 
designs in social science research. The Qualitative Report, 12(2), 281-316. Retrieved 
from https://nsuworks.nova.edu/tqr/vol12/iss2/9  
Onwuegbuzie, A. J., & Johnson, R. B. (2006). The validity issue in mixed research. Research 
in the Schools, 13(1), 48-63.  
Paiva, F. G., Leão, A. L. M. S., & Mello, S. C. B. (2011). Validade e confiabilidade na pesquisa 
qualitativa em administração [Validity and reliability in qualitative research in 
administration]. Revista de Ciências da Administração [Journal of Administrative 
Science], 13(31), 190-209. 
Patton, M. Q. (1999). Enhancing the quality and credibility of qualitative analysis. Health 
Service Research, 34(5), 1189-1208. 
Pettigrew, A. M. (1997). What is a processual analysis? Scandinavian Journal of 
Management, 13(4), 337-348. 
Pfeffer, J. (1993). Barriers to the advance of organizational science: Paradigm development as 
a dependent variable. The Academy of Management Review, 18(4), 599-620. 
Rivail, H. L. D. (org.). (1857). Le livre des esprits [The spirit book]. Paris, France: Didier. 
Royer, C. (2007). Peut-on fixer une typologie des méthodes qualitatives? [Can we fix a 
typology of qualitative methods?]. Recherches Qualitatives [Qualitative Research], 
Hors Série, 5, 82-88. 
Runciman, W. G. (1983). A treatise on social theory: The methodology of social theory. 
Cambridge, MA: Cambridge University Press. 
Saunders, B., Sim, J., Kingstone, T., Baker, S., Waterfield, J., Bartlam, B., … Jinks, C. (2017). 
Saturation in qualitative research: Exploring its conceptualization and 
operationalization. Quality & Quantity, 52(4), 1893-1907. 
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11135-017-0574-8  
Senge, P., & Sterman, J. D. (1992). Systems thinking and organizational learning: Acting 
locally and thinking globally in the organization of the future. European Journal of 
Operational Research, 59(1), 137-150. 
Smith, J. K. (1983). Quantitative versus qualitative research: An attempt to clarify the issue. 
Educational Researcher, 12(3), 6-13. 
Tagore, R. (1917). Stray birds. London, UK: McMillan and Co. 
Thompson, M. (2011). Ontological shift or ontological drift? Reality claims, epistemological 
frameworks, and theory generation in organization studies. Academy of Management 
Review, 36(4), 754-773. 
Turner, D. W., III (2010). Qualitative interview design: A practical guide for novice 
investigators. The Qualitative Report, 15(3), 754-760. Retrieved from 
https://nsuworks.nova.edu/tqr/vol15/iss3/19  
Van der Maren, J. M. (1996). La recherche qualitative peut-elle être rigoureuse? [Can 
qualitative research be rigorous?]. Colloque International, Recherche Qualitative et 
Gestion, le 26 Octobre 1996 [International Symposium, Qualitative Research and 
Management, October 26th, 1996]. Retrieved from 
http://expertise.hec.ca/chaire_entrepreneuriat/wp-content/uploads/96-11-11-
recherche_quantitative.pdf  
Van Maanen, J. (1995). Style as theory. Organization Science, 6, 133-143. 
Wainwright, D. (1997). Can sociological research be qualitative, critical and valid? The 
Qualitative Report, 3(2), 1-17. Retrieved from http://nsuworks.nova.edu/tqr/vol3/iss2/1  
Whittemore, R., Chase, S. K., & Mandle, C. L. (2001). Validity in qualitative research. 
Qualitative Health Research, 11(4), 522-537.  
Winter, G. (2000). A comparative discussion of the notion of ‘validity’ in qualitative and 
112   The Qualitative Report 2019 
quantitative research. The Qualitative Report, 4(3), 1-14. Retrieved from 
http://nsuworks.nova.edu/tqr/vol4/iss3/4  
Wolcott, H. F. (1990). On seeking – and rejecting – validity in qualitative research. In E. W. 
Eisner, & A. Peshkin (Eds.) Qualitative enquiry in education: The continuing debate 
(pp. 121-152). New York, NY: Teachers College Press. 
 
Author Note 
 
Paulo Hayashi Jr is an Assistant Professor at University of Campinas (UNICAMP). He 
received his PhD from the Business School of Federal University of Rio Grande do Sul 
(UFRGS), Brazil. His research interests include organizational behavior, qualitative research, 
and organizational strategy within creative industries. Correspondence regarding this article 
can be addressed directly to: paulo.hayashi@fca.unicamp.br.  
Gustavo Abib is an Associate Professor at Paraná Federal University (UFPR). He 
received his PhD from the Business School of Federal Univesity of Rio Grande do Sul 
(UFRGS), Brazil. His research interests include risk, international business, qualitative 
research and organizational strategy. Correspondence regarding this article can also be 
addressed directly to: gustavo.abib@gmail.com.  
Norberto Hoppen is Full Professor at Unisinos Business School, Vale do Rio dos Sinos 
University, Brazil. He received his PhD from the Institut d’Administration des Entreprises 
(IAE), Pierre Mendès-France University, France. His research interests include Information 
Systems, Social Studies of Technology and qualitative research. Correspondence regarding this 
article can also be addressed directly to: norbertohoppen@gmail.com.  
 
Copyright 2019: Paulo Hayashi Jr, Gustavo Abib, Norberto Hoppen, and Nova 
Southeastern University. 
 
Article Citation 
 
Hayashi Jr, P., Abib, G., & Hoppen, N. (2019). Validity in qualitative research: A processual 
approach. The Qualitative Report, 24(1), 98-112. Retrieved from 
https://nsuworks.nova.edu/tqr/vol24/iss1/8 
